Appl. No. 10/065,499 

Reply to Office Action dated April 7, 2006 

REMARKS 

This Amendment is submitted in reply to the non-final Office Action mailed on April 7, 
2006. No fee is due in connection with this Amendment. The Director is authorized to charge 
any fees which may be required, or to credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 02-1818. 
If such a withdrawal is made, please indicate the Attorney Docket No. 115808-462 on the 
account statement. 

Claims 1-16 are pending in this application. Claims 17-55 were previously withdrawn. 
In the Office Action, Claims 3-6 and 8-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 12, second paragraph, 
Claims 1-3, 7-11, 13-14 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 and Claims 1-2, 7-9, 11, 13-14 
and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103. In response Claims 1, 7-8 and 14-16 have been 
amended and Claims 2-6 and 9-13 have been canceled. This amendment does not add new 
matter. In view of the amendment and/or for the reasons set forth below, Applicants respectfully 
submit that the rejections should be withdrawn. 

In the Office Action, the Patent Office asserts that the EDS appears to have been filed 
without a 1449 and references. In response, Applicants submit that a 1449 form was properly 
filed with the Patent Office on May 11, 2004. Nevertheless, Applicants will resubmit another 
IDS with references. Applicants respectfully submit that, while relevant U.S. patents should be 
listed in the EDS, only copies of relevant foreign patents and publications need to be submitted 
along with the IDS. 

In the Office Action, Claims 3-6 and 8-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second 
paragraph, as allegedly being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim 
the subject matter which Applicants regard as the invention. In response, the claims have been 
amended to address the informalities cited by the Patent Office. 

Regarding the rejection of the term senior feline as claimed, the specification teaches that 
the term "senior" feline refers to a feline which is generally about seven (7) years old or older 
and includes cats characterized as mature, or geriatric. See, specification, paragraph 14. 
Whether a cat is geriatric depends to some degree upon the activity level exhibited by the cat as 
well as its chronological age. Typically a geriatric cat is a senior cat exhibiting low physical 
activity level. Further, as used herein the term feline includes cats scientifically classified as 
Felis catus. As a result, the skilled artisan would understand the metes and bounds of the term 
senior felines as claimed in view of the specification. Based on at least these noted reasons, 
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Applicants believe that Claims 3-6 and 8-16 fully comply with 35 U.S.C. §112, second 
paragraph. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of Claims 3-6 and 8-16 
under 35 U.S.C. §112 be withdrawn. 

In the Office Action, Claims 1-2, 8-9, 11 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,203,820 to Vickery {"Vickery"). Claims 1, 7-8, 14 and 16 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as anticipated by IAMS '93 ("IAMS '93"). Claims 1-3, 7-10 
and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over LabDiet '98 ("LabDiet '98"). Applicants respectfully disagree 
with and traverse these rejections for at least the reasons set forth below. 

Applicants have amended independent Claims 1 and 8 to recite, in part, a pet food 
product comprising a mixture of a protein, a carbohydrate, a fat , a first dietary level of protein 
and a supplemental amount of at least one amino acid. The amendment as discussed above is 
fully supported in the specification, for example, at paragraphs 19 and 24. Applicants have also 
amended Claim 1 to recite, in part, the elements of Claims 2 and 4-5 and amended Claim 8 to 
recite, in part, the elements of Claims 9, 11 and 13. In contrast, the cited references fail to 
disclose or suggest every element of the present claims as currently amended. 

Vickery fails to disclose or suggest a pet food as now required, in part, by Claims 1 and 8. 
Moreover, Vickery fails to disclose or suggest a pet food comprising a mixture of a protein, a 
carbohydrate and a fat as required, in part, by Claims 1 and 8. In fact, Vickery is entirely 
directed to a nutritional supplement in dosage form such as tablets, capsules, caplets, granules, 
and bulk powders. See, Vickery, column 6, lines 15-22. As a result, Vickery fails to anticipate 
the present claims. 

IAMS '93 fails to disclose or suggest a pet food comprising lysine, cysteine and 
combinations thereof as now required, in part, by Claims 1 and 8. LabDiet '98 fails to disclose 
or suggest a pet food comprising lysine, cysteine and combinations thereof in the recited ranges 
as now required, in part, by Claims 1 and 8. For at least the reasons discussed above, Applicants 
respectfully submit that Claims 1 and 8 and Claims 2-3, 7, 9-11, 13-14 and 16 that depend from 
these claims are novel, nonobvious and distinguishable from the cited references. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the rejections of Claims 1-3, 7-11, 13- 
14 and 16 under 35 U.S.C. §102 and §103 be withdrawn. 
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In the Office Action, Claims 1-2, 7-9, 11, 13-14 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a) as being unpatentable over IAMS' 93 or Merck '67 ("Merck '67") in view of Vickery. 
Applicants believe this rejection is improper and respectfully traverse it for at least the reasons 
set forth below. 

Applicants respectfully submit that there is no suggestion or motivation to combine the 
cited references to obtain the present claims. For example, Vickery is entirely directed to a 
nutritional supplement in dosage form such as tablets, capsules, caplets, granules, and bulk 
powders. See, Vickery, column 6, lines 15-22. In fact, Vickery suggests that its supplements can 
be taken rectally. See, Vickery, column 6, lines 41-43. In contrast, IAMS' 93 is directed to a 
food composition and Merck '67 is a veterinary manual. One having ordinary skill in the art 
would not be motivated to combine the cited references to arrive at the present claims without 
the use of hindsight. 

Applicants also respectfully submit that, even if combinable, the cited references do not 
disclose or suggest all of the claimed elements. For example, IAMS '93, Merck '67 and Vickery 
fail to disclose or suggest a pet food comprising lysine, cysteine and combinations thereof as 
required, in part, by Claims 1 and 8. IAMS '93, Merck '67 and Vickery also fail to disclose or 
suggest a pet food comprising the recited ranges of lysine and/or cysteine as required, in part, by 
Claims 1 and 8. 

For at least the reasons discussed above, the combination of IAMS '93, Merck '67 and 
Vickery is improper. Moreover, even if combinable, IAMS '93, Merck '67 and Vickery do not 
teach, suggest, or even disclose all of the elements of the present claims, and thus, fail to render 
the claimed subject matter obvious. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the obviousness rejection with respect 
to Claims 1-2, 7-9, 11, 13-14 and 16 be reconsidered and the rejection be withdrawn. 
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For the foregoing reasons, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the above- 
identified patent application and earnestly solicit an early allowance of same. 

Respectfully submitted, 
BELL, BOYD & LLOYD LLC 



BY 




Robert M. Barrett 
Reg. No. 30,142 
Customer No.: 29157 



Dated: July 7, 2006 
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